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A  discussion  is  now  proceeding  in  the 
M  *■  Labour  Party  with  regard  to  future 
policy.  There  has  already  been  published 
this  year  Mr.  Aneurin  Bevan’s  “  In  Place 
of  Fear”  representing  a  Left  reformist 
view  of  what  Labour  policy  should  be, 
the  “New  Fabian  Essays”  representing 
the  contradictory  views  of  a  number  of 
Fabians  to  the  Right  of  Mr.  Bevan  and 
now  Socialist  Union  has  issued  a  pamph¬ 
let  “  Socialism  :  A  New  Statement  of 
Principles  ”  which  expresses  the  view 
of  some  of  the  Right  Wing  of  the  Labour 
Party. 


RIGHT  WHEEl 

TO  RUIN 


The  Policy  of  Socialist  Union 


Intellectually  the  latter  document  is  on 
the  lowest  possible  level.  The  only 
reason  for  paying  any  attention  to  it  is  that 
Mr.  Attlee  has  declared  that  it  represents 
his  views  ;  that  the  Economist  says  of  it 
“there  is  hope  for  the  Labour  Party  if  the 
first  stage  of  re-thinking — the  destruction 
of  outworn  doctrines  and  attitudes — is 
done  in  the  spirit  of  Socialist  Union”  and 
that  indeed  the  whole  document  shows 
how  far  the  degeneration  of  the  Right 
Wing  leadership  of  the  Labour  Party  has 
gone. 


What  is  the  purpose  of  SociaSist  Union? 


Tt  is  to  give  the  Right  Wing  of  the 
Labour  Party  a  philosophy  more  in 
keeping  with  their  practice  than  is  re¬ 
presented  by  the  constitution  of  the  party 
and  by  the  outlook — vaguely  socialist — of 
many  Labour  Party  workers. 

The  Right  Wing  of  the  Labour  Party 
has  accepted  the  position  that  America 
is  the  boss  of  the  capitalist  world  and  that 
all  other  capitalist  States  must  be  its 
dependents  and  satellites.  It  has  further 
accepted  the  fact  that  Britain  must  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  Atlantic  alliance  dominated 
by  the  United  States,  knowing  that  the 
purpose  of  that  alliance  is  war  against  the 
Soviet  Union,  against  People’s  China  and 
against  all  genuine  Socialist  and  colonial 
liberation  movements. 

It  recognises  that  acceptance  of  a  de¬ 
pendent  position  on  the  U.S.A.,  implies 
renunciation  of  any  attempt  to  bring  about 
a  fundamental  Socialist  transformation  in 
this  country. 

This  does  not,  of  course,  mean  that  the 
Right  Wing  leadership  has  been  compelled 


by  the  U.S.A.  to  renounce  a  fundamental 
Socialist  transformation. 

It  is  because  they  have  renounced  all 
intention  of  seriously  challenging  capitalism 
that  they  have  accepted  the  American 
alliance. 

The  practical  position  taken  by  the 
Right  Wing  leaders  is  in  direct  and  deadly 
conflict  with  genuine  Socialism  as  ex¬ 
emplified  by  Marxism-Leninism. 

It  is  also  in  conflict  with  the  statement 
of  aims  and  much  of  the  past  propaganda 
of  the  Labour  Party  itself. 

“  Socialist  Union  ”  therefore  attacks 
and  grossly  misrepresents  Marxism,  and 
also  some  of  the  past  attitudes  of  the 
Labour  Party. 

It  aims  to  change  the  policy  and  outlook 
of  the  Labour  Party,  as  expressed  in  its 
aims,  which  are  declared  to  be  obsolete. 
Thereby  it  hopes  to  provide  the  Labour 
Party  with  an  outlook  more  in  harmony 
with  the  every  day  imperialist-capitalist 
policy  which  the  Right  Wing  leadership 
is  pursuing. 


What  revisions  in  “  principles”  does  Socialist  Union 
suggest  ? 


T"  HE  main  revisions  (there  are  others 
which  we  have  not  the  space  to  deal 
with)  are  : — 

That  imperialism  and  war  do  not  spring 
from  the  capitalist  system.  (Pages  19 
and  25). 

That  the  “  democratic  powers”  are 
only  “unimaginative”  in  relation  to  the 
colonial  revolution.  (P.  51). 

The  class  struggle  leads  not  to 
Socialism  but  away  from  it.  (Page  43). 


That  there  is  really  no  such  thing  as  a 
“socialist  system  with  its  own  unique  set 
of  institutions”.  (P.  41). 

That  permanent  full  employment  and 
greater  social  equality  can  be  achieved 
under  the  capitalist  system.  (P.  27). 

That  the  Soviet  Union  is  the  “  negation 
of  everything  we  [British  socialists]  con¬ 
sider  good”  and  we  must  therefore  be  pre¬ 
pared  to  support  all  measures  “advocating 
military  preparedness  to  counter  aggres¬ 
sion  ”.  (P.  51). 


What  arguments  does  Socialist  Union  produce  to  prove 
that  imperialism  and  war  are  not  products  of  capitalism  ?, 


OR  the  First  World  War,  which  was 
obviously  a  war  between  capitalist 
States,  the  Socialist  Union  has  nothing  to 
say. 

For  the  Second  World  War  it  is  argued 
that  it  was  caused  by  Nazism  and  that 
Nazism  was  not  the  dictatorship  of  mon¬ 
opoly  capitalism.  The  assumption  appar¬ 
ently  is  that  because  the  top  leaders  of  the 
Nazi  party  gave  orders  to  some  indust¬ 
rialists  they  were  therefore  not  acting  in 
the  interests  of  German  monopoly  cap¬ 
italism.  The  fact  that  German  monopoly 
capitalism  was  strengthened  throughout 
the  whole  period  of  Nazism  and  that  every 
fresh  conquest  increased  its  power  and  its 
profit  is  blandly  ignored. 

The  aim  of  all  this  is  to  say  that  the 
dictatorship  of  monopoly  capitalism  and 
the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat  are  the 
same  thing  and  all  wars  are  caused  by 
“  aggressive  dictatorships”. 

Naturally,  no  analysis  is  made  of  exist¬ 
ing  conflicts  in  various  parts  of  the  world. 

The  conflict  between  British  imper¬ 
ialism  and  Persia,  British  imperialism  and 
Egypt  and  British  imperialism  and  the 


Malayan  people’s  movement  are  ignored. 
It  would  spoil  the  thesis  that  wars  do  not 
arise  from  the  workings  of  the  capitalist 
system. 

The  pamphlet  was  issued  the  same  week 
as  the  whole  of  the  British  Labour  move¬ 
ment  expressed  alarm  at  the  aggressive 
attitude  of  American  capitalism  to  China. 
But  according  to  Socialist  Union  America 
cannot  possibly  be  aggressive  because  it 
is  the  centre  of  what  is  called  “  the  free 
world  ”. 

Having  at  least  blamed  the  Nazis  for  the 
last  great  war  it  would  be  interesting  to  hear 
what  Socialist  Union’s  attitude  is  to  the 
creation  of  a  West  German  army  under  the 
old  Nazi  generals,  who  are  thirsting  for  a 
war  of  revenge. 

It  refrains  from  discussing  this  because 
it  would  obviously  have  to  explain  why 
“  peaceful  ”  America  is  rushing  to  impose 
this  upon  the  West  Germans  and  on  its 
European  allies. 

In  short,  even  the  most  cursory  glance 
at  the  existing  situation  makes  complete 
nonsense  of  the  proposition  that  imp¬ 
erialism  and  wars  do  not  spring  from  thdf 
capitalist  system.  " 


What  does  Socialist  Union  say  about  the  Colonial 

Liberation  Movement? 


T  T  says  :  It  is  perhaps  in  the  undeve- 

1  loped  areas  of  the  world  that  our  Socialist 
principles  have  the  most  direct  application: 
it  is  there  that  the  conflict  of  ideologies  is 
most  open. 

“  With  some  exceptions  the  democratic 
powers  have  been  unimaginative  in  helping 
forward  the  great  changes  which  are 
revolutionising  these  regions. 


“  We  are  still  tainted  by  imperialist 
traditions  and  are  niggardly  in  extending 
economic  assistance.”  (P.  51). 

What  utterly  appalling  hypocrisy  !  It 
is  precisely  the  “  democratic®’  [imperialist] 
powers  who  are  savagely  fighting  “the 
great  changes  which  are  revolutionising 
these  regions.” 

Britain  had  to  make  concessions  to  India 
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and  Pakistan  because  it  had  not  the 
strength  to  hold  them  in  the  old  way.  But 
wherever  it  has  sufficient  strength  it  is 
fighting  the  colonial  liberation  movement 
with  the  greatest  possible  ferocity  as  in 
Malaya  and  Egypt.  Similarly,  the  French 
are  carrying  on  a  fierce  war  against  Indo- 


China  and  the  Americans  are  preparing 
an  all-out  war  against  the  Chinese  People’s 
Republic. 

Socialist  Union  suppresses  these  facts 
and  suggests  that  the  imperialist  powers 
have  merely  been  “  unimaginative  ”. 


What  is  said  about  Nationalisation? 


QOCIALIST  Union  cannot  deny  that 
^  practically  all  schools  of  Socialism  in 
Britian  “  were  united  in  proclaiming 
the  moral  and  historical  necessity  of 
some  form  of  common  ownership  of  the 
means  of  production,  distribution  and 
exchange.”  (P.  15). 

L  The  reason  that  Socialists  strove  for  this 
(Change  was  “  the  belief  was  widespread 
that  once  wealth  was  held  in  common  and 
the  struggle  for  private  profit  ceased  all 
else — the  attitude  of  man  to  man  and  that 
of  man  to  the  universe,  art  and  all  that 
gives  richness  and  beauty  to  life  would 


find  its  rightful  expression.”  (P.  16). 

It  is  claimed  that  these  ideas  held  by 
Socialists  in  the  past  have  been  refuted 
by  events. 

“  Nationalisation  (in  Britain)  does  not 
automatically  change  industrial  and  social 
relations  in  the  directions  we  desire.” 
(P.  22). 

Common  ownership  and  central  eco¬ 
nomic  planning  are  not  necessary  in  order 
to  achieve  full  employment.  This  can  be 
achieved  by  other  measures  under  capit¬ 
alism.  So  common  ownership  is  not 
really  necessary.  (P.  21). 


What  is  the  value  of  this  critique  of  Nationalisation? 


QOCIALIST  Union  does  not  disti¬ 
nguish  between  various  types  of  nation¬ 
alisation. 

There  is  nationalisation  by  the  capitalist 
state  of  certain  industries,  which  are  natural 
monopolies.  The  object  of  this  type  of 
nationalisation  is  to  provide  cheap  coal, 
power,  steel  or  transport  to  the  capitalist 
class  who  still  remain  in  control  of  all  other 
industries  and  services. 

The  nationalisation  of  the  late  Labour 
government  was  of  this  state  capitalist  type. 
It  nationalised — 

A  whole  series  of  industries  like  transport, 
gas,  electricity  supply,  telecommunications 
and  civil  aviation,  which  are  public  utilities 
and  in  most  capitalist  countries  are  subject 
to  state  or  municipal  ownership  and 
control . 

A  crisis  industry,  like  mining,  which 
the  capitalist  class  in  the  main  had  given 
up  as  a  bad  job,  but  whose  reconstruction 
was  necessary  if  the  rest  of  British  industry 
was  not  to  be  unduly  handicapped. 

These  industries  were  virtually  nat¬ 
ionalised  by  consent.  The  Tories  did  not 
seriously  oppose  the  nationalisation  bills. 

The  steel  industry  is  a  case  apart.  Here, 
however,  the  difference  is  whether  the  steel 
industry  should  be  run  as  a  state-owned 
trust  or  whether  as  a  private  trust  under 


state  control — the  same  managerial  per¬ 
sonnel  would  be  in  charge  in  either  case. 

Clearly  the  dispute  over  steel  is  not  as 
great  as  people  imagine. 

The  aim  of  this  state  capitalist  type  of 
nationalisation  is  not  to  lay  the  foundations 
of  a  new  social  order. 

Its  aim,  after  it  has  paid  the  interest  to 
the  former  shareholders,  is  to  provide  the 
cheapest  service  for  the  capitalist  class  as 
a  whole. 

“  The  modem  state,  whatever  its  form,  is 
an  essentially  capitalist  machine  .  .  .  The 
more  productive  forces  it  takes  over,  the 
more  it  becomes  the  real  collective  body  of 
all  capitalists.  The  more  citizens  it  ex¬ 
ploits  .  .  .  .The  capitalist  relationship  is  not 
abolished  ;  it  is  rather  pushed  to  an  ex¬ 
treme.”  (Engels,  Anti-Duhring  p.  306). 

Its  worker-management  relationships 
is  the  same  as  in  private  capitalist  industry 
and  were  never  intended  to  be  otherwise. 

In  short,  this  nationalisation  does  not 
represent  a  Socialist  experiment  that  has 
failed.  It  is  a  capitalist  experiment  which 
is  working  more  or  less  as  was  intended. 

It  does  not  satisfy  the  aspirations  of 
Socialists  because  it  was  never  intended  to. 
Its  shortcomings  cannot  be  made  a  criticism 
of  genuine  Socialist  nationalisation. 


Is  it  a  fact  that  it  is  possible  by  state  control  of  the 
capitalist  system  to  maintain  full  employment 
indefinitely  as  Socialist  Union  implies  ? 

JT  is  not,  and  since  the  slump  in  the  presupposes  the  national  ownership  of  the 


cotton  and  other  consuming  industries 
it  is  no  longer  as  confidentally  asserted, 
in  reformist  circles,  as  formerly. 

Full  employment  can  only  be  maintained 
by  Socialist  economic  planning  which 


land  and  the  major  industries  of  the  country. 

In  stating  that  State  control  can  do  the 
job  just  as  well,  Socialist  Union  is  hanging 
on  to  a  reformist  standpoint  which  the 
facts  themselves  are  refuting. 


How  does  Socialist  Union  view  the  Socialist  develop¬ 
ments  in  the  Soviet  Union? 


It  seeks  to  show  that  nationalisation  by 
the  Soviet  State  as  the  basis  for  a  Socialist 
planned  economy  has  not  really  led  to  a 
classless  society. 

It  thus  attempts  to  show  that  Socialist 
nationalisation  as  well  as  nationalisation  of 
a  state  capitalist  type,  has  not  brought  the 
expected  results. 

It  asserts  that“  a  new  privileged  class  has 
come  into  being  as  a  direct  result  of  collect- 
tive  ownership  in  a  one  party  state.” 

The  new  privileged  class  consists  of 
“  managers  who  together  with  the  political 
bureaucracy  has  become  one  of  the  most 
merciless  ruling  classes  in  the  world  today.” 

No  attempt  is  made  to  show  how  Soviet 
managers  and  state  and  party  officials  can 
be  regarded  as  a  new  ruling  class  or  to  say 
in  what  their  special  privileges  consist. 

The  fact  that  Socialism  in  the  Soviet 
Union  has  meant  the  abolition  of  the  idle 
class  of  landlords  and  capitalists  and  the 
abolution  of  exploitation  is  not  even 
mentioned. 

In  the  Soviet  nationalised  industries 


the  workers  do  not  toil  to  provide  interest 
for  former  owners. 

They  do  not  work  to  serve  the  interests 
of  the  capitalist  in  private  industry — for 
there  is  no  such  industry. 

The  production  of  Soviet  industry  goes 
to  provide  an  ever  increasing  standard  ofJ 
life,  the  re-equipment  of  industry  witla 
every  possible  device  for  lightening  human 
labour  and  also  to  provide  for  an  ever 
extending  system  of  non-contributory 
social  services. 

The  wrorkers  know  that  the  industries 
are  their  own  and  they  participate  whole¬ 
heartedly  in  their  direction 

The  managers  are  drawn  from  the 
workers  and  serve  the  workers,  and  do  not 
serve  a  class  hostile  to  the  workers  as  the 
capitalist  manager  does  and  so  a  genuine 
system  of  workers  participation  exists. 

The  so-called  Socialist  intellectuals  who 
have  been  taken  in  by  capitalist  propaganda 
lies  may  find  in  this  a  cause  for  disillusion¬ 
ment  but  not  so  the  Soviet  people  advancing 
to  Communism. 


Where  is  Socialist  Union  propaganda  leading? 


T7  ORMERLY  Socialists  of  “  all  schools  ” 
believed  that  Socialism  meant  the 
abolition  of  capitalism  and  landlordism, 
and  common  ownership  as  the  basis  of  a 
Socialist  planned  economy. 

Socialist  Union  wants  to  divert  the 
movement  away  from  an  attack  on  capit¬ 
alism  and  landlordism  and  employs  the 
following  arguments  : — 

First,  that  capitalist  nationalisation  has 
not  brought  the  expected  results. 

Secondly,  that  nationalisation  in  the  Soviet 
Union  has  not  brought  Socialist  results 
— a  libel  the  pamphlet  disdains  to  prove. 

Thirdly,  that  one  can  get  all  the  reforms 
one  wants  on  the  basis  of  the  moralising  of 
the  capitalist  system. 

That  is  why  the  pamphlet  declares  that 
there  can  be  “no  Socialist  system  with  its 
own  unique  set  of  institutions.”  (P.41). 

All  this  means  that  you  can  call  monopoly 
capitalism  Socialism,  provided  it  makes 
provision  for  some  social  services. 

The  private  employer  is  expected  to 


exist  as  far  into  the  future  as  human  eyes 
can  see. 

The  moral  which  the  authors  of  this 
pamphlet  expects  the  Labour  movement 
to  draw  are  clear. 

If  the  Soviet  Union  is  not  a  Socialist 
state  then  the  British  Labour  movement 
need  not  be  squeamish  about  an  Americai^|^ 
alliance  whose  object  is  to  attack  the  Sovie^^J 
Union. 

If  the  class  struggle  is  dangerous  all 
forms  of  co-operation  with  the  employers 
are  justified. 

As  there  is  no  distinct  institutional  goal 
for  Socialists  to  aim  at,  the  Labour  Party 
might  as  well  throw  over  its  1918 
programme  and  emerge  as  an  ordinary 
reform  party  playing  “  ins  and  outs  ”  with 
the  Tories  in  a  situation  which  does  not 
differ  essentially  from  that  of  the  present  day. 

This  has  long  been  the  concealed  Right 
Wing  practice.  Socialist  Union  wants  the 
Labour  Party  to  give  it  a  definite  program¬ 
matic  expression. 
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